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LABOR-MANAGEMENT PROBLEMS OF THE AMERICAN 
MERCHANT MARINE 


THURSDAY, APRIL 19, 1956 


Hovuske OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEB ON MprcHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met at 10:10 a. m., pursuant to call, in room 219, 
Old House Office Building, Hon. Herbert C. Bonner (chairman) 
presiding. 

The CHarrMan. The committee will come to order. 

The business before this committee this morning is further hearing 
on this common termination date. The meeting which I called today 
is for the purpose of affording representatives of labor and management 
dealing with the longshore phase of the maritime industry one further 
opportunity to arrive at a uniform termination date covering contracts 
on all three coasts of the United States. 

It will be recalled that during the 1st session of the 84th Congress, 
this committee undertook an exhaustive study of the problems involv- 
ing labor-management relationship in the maritime industry. We 
heard many witnesses, including some of the leading representatives 
of both management and labor in this industry. Their views differ 
on many of the problems discussed. 

However, the committee was impressed by the fact that there 
seemed to be a unanimous view that part of the cause of the instability, 
so far as concerns the wage negotiation aspect of the industry, revolved 
around the existence of common termination dates. 

It will be recalled further that the committee had under considera- 
tion during the 1st session of the 84th Congress several pieces of legis- 
lation which would provide for some greater degree of Government 
intervention and control over the maritime industry than exists at 
the present time. 

After thorough and careful consideration of the views of all who 
have appeared before the committee, it was decided to give labor and 
management an opportunity to work out their problems by themselves 
in the hope that no legislative action would be necessary. 

At the previous hearing on March 12, 1956, it was found that certain 
difficulties lay in the path of establishing for both coasts in the long- 
shore industry any date other than September 30, so far as the present 
year 1956 is concerned. The reason for this need not be repeated, but 
involved the situation in the port of New York where it appears there 
may be a conflict of union representation. 

The proposal which was made and considered at that time was 
basically the establishment of September 30 this year as the termi- 
nation date for contracts on both the east and west coasts, with August 
1 of succeeding years to be the uniform termination date. 
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As I recall, two conditions have to be satisfied before that proposal 
could be made firm. The first involved a satisfactory arrangement 
being worked out between the ILWU, representing the longshoremen 
on the west coast, and the PMA, representing the employers of the 
west coast, covering an interim period between June 15 and September 
30 of this year. 

The second was a condition placed by the New York Shipping 
Association upon its concurrence with the proposal, and that was 
the concurrence of other ports along the east and gulf coasts to the 
same termination date. 

The committee will today hear from Mr. Paul St. Sure and Mr. 
Harry Bridges as to their progress in working out the tentative 
arrangement referred to above. 

Also I have addressed letters to some 15 shipping associations repre- 
senting employers in ports along the east and gulf coasts, outlining the 
proposals suggested by the committee and requesting their concurrence 
in it. Replies have been received from each of these 15 associations, 
and they will be made part of the record immediately following this 
preliminary statement. 

Before calling any witness today, I would like to take a few moments 
to urge that the representatives present here make an earnest and 
sincere effort to consummate the proposals for a common termination 
date for longshore agreements. In saying this, I want to call to the 
attention of the representatives of the industry their obligation to the 
Congress and to the people. 

This industry enjoys the assistance of public funds. It also has 
sought and continues to seek the help of Congress in guaranteeing 
that a fair share of Government-financed cargoes shall be carried in 
United States bottoms. If this industry is to continue to enjoy the 
strong support of its many friends in the Congress, it must show an 
earnest endeavor to work out some of these vexing deficiencies which 
affect the efficient operation of the American merchant marine. 

|, for one, believe that the time has come for this industry to proceed 
beyond the talk stage and show by its actions that it is prepared to 
live up to the responsibilities which this country has placed upon it. 

Now, this committee and your friends in Congress have exerted 
themselves and worked diligently and hard to keep the industry 
healthy and vigorous. Sometimes it looks as if we do not get the 
outside cooperation that we should have. I feel, in making this 
statement in talking to you gentlemen, that it should be brought 
home to you that you cannot continue to go on and just depend on 
Congress and the members of this committee and your friends in 
Congress to do this job. You have to help us some. The way to do 
it is to show in public action that you are willing to give some as well 
as to take. 

The first witness this morning is Mr. St. Sure. 

Good morning, sir. 


STATEMENT OF PAUL ST. SURE, PRESIDENT, PACIFIC MARITIME 
ASSOCIATION, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF. 


Mr. St. Surs. My name is Paul St. Sure, president of the Pacific 
Maritime Association with headquarters at San Francisco, Calif. 
Mr. Casny. Do you want to tell us, Mr. St. Sure, what success you 
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have had with Mr. Bridges in working out an interim agreement 
between June 15 of this year and September 30? 

Mr. Sr. Sure. Following the last meeting of this committee which 
we attended, the representatives of the ILWU returned to San 
Francisco. Their caucus was then in session. Mr. Bridges, I am 
sure, can give you in greater detail the conclusions they reached, but 
we were advised that the LLWU was prepared to extend their current 
contract to the September 30 date for the current year, and thereafter 
to ss ee to the August 1 date. 

1ere were certain conditions that were suggested: One, that we 
Ww ald negotiate certain matters in connection with welfare and 
pension plans which are under a separate agreement other than the 
wage agreement. This we are prepared to do. They likewise sug- 
gested that an interim settlement of some sort be worked out to cover 
the period from June 15 to September 30 so far as wage treatment is 
concerned, and this I am confident we can work out. 

The other suggestions were that the ILWU was prepared, if neces- 
sary, to move the site of negotiations from the Pacific coast to New 
York. Iam not so sure that we are very happy with this, both because 
of distance, climate, and various other problems, but we certainly 
are prepared to cooperate in working out a method of negotiation. 

The further suggestion that the employer groups work out some 
arrangement among themselves which might lead, if not now, ulti- 
mately to national negotiation. So far as we are concerned, we have 
already been in contact with the employer groups in other areas and 
we are prepared to work out, on our part at least, the beginning or 
some official start toward if not national negotiations certainly greater 
cooperation between the employer groups in connection with 
negotiations. 

All of this, as I understand it, was conditioned upon the fact that 
the dates were similarly agreed to by the employers and unions in 
the other areas. In any event, we are prepared to move forward if 
the agreement is reasonably unanimous so far as the rest of the 
country is concerned. 

Mr. Casey. In the longshore phase of the industry? 

Mr. St. Sure. In the longshore phase of the industry; yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. And this interim conference which you can work out 
with Mr. Bridges to September 30 of this year is conditioned upon the 
uniform termination date being agreed to by the east and gulf coast 
ports? 

Mr. Sr. Sure. That is correct. 

Mr. Castry. In other words, if the east and gulf coast ports do not 
agree to the common te rmination date for future years, then the whole 
deal falls so far as your transaction with Mr. Bridges is concerned? 

Mr. Sr. Surn. That is correct. We are already under notice in 
accordance with the contract as to what would be the normal negotia- 
tion upon termination. That notice was dated as of the 15th of April, 
and negotiations under the existing contract would have to be con- 
cluded as of June 15, and we would still be on the old contract date, 
so that, unless the arrangement can be worked out as of now by agree- 
ment for the common termination date in the future, we will be again 
negotiating for a June 15 date and the east coast will still be on a 
September 30 date. 
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Mr. Casry. Mr. St. Sure, I know that our record contains testimony 
from you and others along this line, but, in view of your experience 
in this field, would you care to give us briefly your opinion as to the 
influence toward the goal of stability in the industry which this com- 
mon termination date in the longshore phase of the industry would 
have? 

Mr. Sr. Sure. Well, Pacific Maritime Association has been on 

record for a good many years in favor of a common termination date 

for all maritime contracts with the idea that this will eliminate 
in some degree the whipsaw which has been a very costly, and not only 
costly but ‘disturbing thing from the point of view of operations. 

Two years ago in negotiations with the [LWU, we committed our- 
selves by contract, and they in turn did the same, to agree to a 
uniform date if one could be arrived at with the east and oulf coasts. 
This would be the culmination of that commitment, if it can be 
worked out at this time. 

Similarly, with the offshore unions, we have urged continuously 
that there be an acceptance of a uniform expiration date so far as 
they are concerned. 

Some year or more ago, when the conference of maritime offshore 
unions was held here with Mr. Curran and Mr. Lundeberg in attend- 
ance, that conference went on record in favor of a uniform date for 
offshore unions. We invited ourselves to meet with that conference. 
When I say “we,” I mean a committee of shipowners, from New 
York, the gulf and San Francisco. We likewise joined them in 
recording the desirability for a uniform date. 

Since that time we have not made much progress toward it with 
the offshore unions. There has been some improvement on the Pacific 
coast by reason of changes in affiliation, so far as the unions are con- 
cerned. All of our unlicensed contracts expire on the same date by 
reason of the fact that the 3 licensed unions within the past yer have 
agreed to negotiate jointly, but, as of now, the offshore unions still 
retain 2 separate dates for negotiation, the licensed group with a 
June 15 date and the unlicensed with a September 30 date; but this 
is far better than what we had a year or two ago when we had reopen- 
ing on 60 dats’ notice with each union having a different time and a 

different desire for negotiation. 

To answer more directly your question without more background, 
we feel that the acceptance of uniform dates, even though it may 
complicate the mechanical problem of bargaining, can lead only to a 
more stabilized wage and operating condition within the industry. 
We are continuing to urge that it be accomplished. 

Mr. Casey. I have no further questions. 

The CuatrMan. Do any members have questions? 

Thank you very much, Mr. St. Sure. 

The next witness is Mr. Bridges. Good morning, sir. 


3) 


STATEMENT OF HARRY R. BRIDGES, PRESIDENT, INTERNATIONAL 
LONGSHOREMEN’S AND WAREHOUSEMEN’S UNION 


Mr. Casey. Would you identify yourself? 

Mr. Bripces. My name is Harry Bridges, president of the Inter- 
national Longshoremen’s and Warehousemen’s Union, headquarters, 
San Francisco, Calif. 
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Mr. Chairman, since the last meeting of your committee here in 
March, and as I agreed to do before the committee, I went back with 
my associates and we had a meeting March 13 in San Francisc 0, a 
coastwise convention of what we call our waterfront division. That 
includes the longshoremen as well as other waterfront workers, and 
it is representative of longshoremen in the ports of the Pacific coast. 
That is, the ports between the Canadian border and the Mexican 
border, the ports of Alaska and the ports of the Territory of Hawaii. 
They were all represented. 

I made the recommendations as requested by this committee, and 
those recommendations were concurred. in by the convention with, 
however, some conditions attached. It was agreed to extend our 
contracts which expire June 15 to September 30, subject to being able 
to make some arrangements. 

The CHarrMAn. May I interrupt? 

Mrs. Farrington, will you not have a seat with the committee? 
Pardon me, I did not see you when you came in. 

Mr. MiuuEer. We welcome the lady. 

The CHarRMAN. You may proceed, Mr. Bridges. 

Mr. BripGcezs. Subject to conditions along the following lines: 
First, that it would be possible to have simultaneous or national 
negotiations for longshore contracts. We recognize certain difficulties 
there, incidentally. What we mean, and it was based upon the dis- 
cussion before this committee, is that the various shipping and 
stevedoring companies, if they are unable to establish one bargaining 
committee for the management side of the industry, at least they 
could establish one or more committees and negotiations could go on 
side by side or simultaneously. 

We also agreed, in view of the discussion here, to hold our negotia- 
tions somewhere else than in the city of San Francisco where they 
have taken place for years. The convention suggested any city that 
would be mutually agreeable to the various parties, including New 
York if no other place i is acceptable. 

A third condition was a wage increase effective June 15 of 2 cents 
an hour. That was merely according to a formula we worked out, 
and that would take over from June 15 to September 30, and then 
we would see what was happening on a national scene; or, to put it 
more simply, our wage increase in addition to the 2 cents would in all 
likelihood be in line with what might be asked on the east coast. 

Again, we were trying to eliminate the possibility of any further 
whipsaws. Naturally, if the east coast went ahead and negotiated a 
wage increase of a certain amount and it differed with what we were 
asking by a cent or two, the natural inclination of our people is to ask 
for the same thing. They think they are longshoremen working for 
the same companies, just working in a different part of the United 
States, and no argument prevails as far as they are concerned as to 
why there should be any difference, so that that part is left flexible 
and, although we have had no formal negotiations with the PMA yet, 
Mr. St. Sure, as he stated here, has said that he doesn’t believe there 
will be any difficulty about the 2-cent wage increase effective June 15, 
even though there will be additional wage increases negotiated to be 
effective, say, October 1 of this year. 

A common expiration date, of course, was already agreed upon, and 
a contract running at least until 1958. We did take note of the fact 

76460—56—2 
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that we have contracts in addition to our collective-bargaining con- 
tract. One of them is the contract that covers medical care. That 
can be negotiated separately, or a continuation of that can be nego- 
tiated, as well as our pension contract which by its own terms calls 
for review July 1 

That about outlines the conditions and I think it boils down to a 
few items. We are prepared to move ahead, providing this com- 
mittee or the shipping operators and the stevedoring operators of the 
East and Gulf, together with those of Alaska and Hawaii, can put 
together some form of a national committee, and, frankly, we don’t 
see why it can’t be done. We will be available to do all we can to 
negotiate contracts that run the same length of time, begin as of a 
certain date, let us say October 1, the date which has been talked 
about on these discussions. 

Mr. Casey. October 1? 

Mr. Brivcrs. W ell, with the ILA contracts going to September 30, 
the earliest one that could take over would be October 1, as we see it. 
As I say, running to at least 1958, with a common expiration date. 
If that can’t be worked out, we have already served notice as required 
by law and by our contracts upon the PMA that our contracts are 
open, and we will have to proceed to negotiate a contract effective 
June 15. We might allow some flexibility in that contract to be 
able to bring it in line September 30. We don’t know, but at least 
we are prepared to try. 

I think the committee should understand that there is no great 
incentive for our organization to extend the contract to September 
30 and delay negotiations until that time unless we can get other 
organizations and the shipping associations to see it somewhat the 
same way, too. 

We don’t mind the whipsaw. We can use it and we have. ‘That 
doesn’t make it a good thing, but we are as expert at it as anybody 
else and, if it is going to be kept around, it is quite all right with us; 
but I don’t want any blame from this committee when we start to 
use it a little bit and, if the east coast negotiations go along aad they 
come up with a nickel or so more an hour than our fellows, I can’t 
see why we shouldn’t ask for it. 

Mr. Casry. And a little bit more? 

Mr. Brinees. And a little bit more and, if the Government is 
paying a big part of the bill, it is no skin off the shipowners’ noses, as 
we see it. That is the way our fellows down below understand it. 
Here is where the purse strings are, and arguments about cooperating 
with the committee go so far. We have other problems, too. 

I am saying it is no good beating about the bush on this one, and 
our longshoremen are no different than longshoremen anywhere else; 
whether they work in the gulf coast or east coast they want more 
money in the pay envelope and they are not exactly weeping any 
tears over the sad plight of the stevedoring contractors or the shipping 
operators. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Bridges, to sum up, so far as the two conditions 
that were left open when we met last, the one which pertained to the 
possibility of you and the employers on the west coast effecting a 
satisfactory arrangement between June 15 and September 30, the 
committee understands, does it not, from your testimony and Mr. 
St. Sure’s testimony that that condition presents no further obstacle 
to the consummation of a common termination date? 
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Mr. Brineges. That is right as far as that goes, but I want to 
remind the committee that we have contracts with Alaska and 
Hawaii. Now, Hawaii, is a very important Territory and, of course, 
anything that ‘affects the Territory down there insofar as shipping 
goes has its immediate impact on the west coast, and vice versa. 

Now, this time the negotiating of our contracts will be affected by 

what happens i in Hawaii because the contracts have the same termina- 
tion date and, although they won’t be negotiated together unless we 
can put together this national setup, there will be close cooperation 
between the Hawaiian group and the west coast group as far as the 
ILWU is concerned. 

I want the committee to know that. 

The CHarrRMAN. Are there any questions? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Brid 

Does Mr. Guard care to make a statement at this time? 

Mr. Casty. Mr. Guard, do you care to say a few words as far as 
the relationship of your particular contact with this overall problem 
is concerned? 


ges. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN B. GUARD, MANAGER, McCABE, HAMILTON 
& RENNY CO., LTD., STEVEDORES, HONOLULU 


Mr. Guarp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Would you identify yourself, sir? 

Mr. Guarp. My name is John B. Guard, manager, McCabe, Ham- 
ilton & Renny Co., Stevedores of Honolulu. 

When we received your invitation, Mr. Chairman, we were very 
happy to receive it. We, in Hawaii, are not too familiar with the 
situation of what this committee is after. We are back here for 
information. 

We are willing to cooperate the best we can, taking into considera- 
tion that Hawaii, in the geographical spot that it is in, is slightly 
different from the continental United States, I do believe. The 
financial situation in Hawaii is based upon sugar primarily and, as 
you gentlemen know, we have no way of setting the price of sugar. 
Consequently, the financial situation down there is a little bit different 
than it is in the continental United States. 

We are interested in this problem but, however, we are not pre- 
pared right today, sir, to commit ourselves. We would like to get as 
much information on this particular subject as we possibly can. 
That is why we are back at your very kind invitation. 

Mr. Casey. Do you, Mr. Guard, have a separate contract with the 
ILWU and the longshoremen? 

Mr. Guarp. When you say separate contract, do you mean aside 
from the other stevedoring companies down there? 

Mr. Casey. Yes. 

Mr. Guarp. We have our own contracts, all based upon the same 
identical conditions as far as stevedoring is concerned, based upon the 
different island ports, the geographical spots down there. 

The CuatrmMan. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Guarp. Thank you, sir 

Mr. Casry. Mr. Chairman, after the last meeting you addressed 
letters to 15 of the outports along the Atlantic and gulf coasts. I 
should like to read into the record at this point the replies of several 
of those. 
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We have received replies from all 15, and I would like to ask that 
they be included in the record at this point. 

The Cuarrman. That will be done. 

(The letter from Mr. Bonner and replies referred to follow:) 


Marcu 19, 1956. 

Dear Sir: As you probably know, this committee has conducted an extensive 
survey of labor-management problems in the maritime industry. Among the 
problems disclosed in this study was the matter of the termination dates of labor 
agreements. Both labor and management have expressed publicly the desirability 
of establishing common termination dates for these contracts. 

Some progress has been made in the longshore phase of the industry. Enclosed 
is a copy of hearings recently held here in Washington. It has been tentatively 
agreed by representatives of labor and management on the west coast and in the 
port of New York that the contracts will terminate on September 30 of this 
year, 1956, and that future contracts will be so drawn as to terminate on August 1 
of the particular year in which they would ordinarily terminate. The east and 
west coast contracts likewise would be of uniform duration. 

In addition to the concurrence expressed by the officials of the International 
Longshoremen’s Association with respect to the contract concerning the port of 
New York, the committee has also received the concurrence of that organization 
for the contracts covering the outports on the Atlantic and gulf coasts. See 
hearings, pages 31 and 32. 

It would be appreciated, therefore, if you would indicate to me as soon as 
possible the concurrence of your association to this proposal. 

Sincerely, 
Hersert C. Bonner, Chairman. 


to0acH INDUSTRIES, INC., 
CENTRAL Recorps BurREAv, 
April 9, 1956. 
Mr. Raupu E. Casey, 
Chief Counsel, Commitiee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Mr. Casey: This will acknowledge your letter of April 4 and also Chair- 
man Bonner’s letter of March 19, both of which referred to the establishment of 
uniform termination dates in longshoremen contracts. 

The subject of your letter has been discussed with Mr. James J. Sheridan, 
representing the Albany Port Employers Association, Inc., and Mr. William H. 
McGahay, representing the International Longshoremen’s Association (local 
1294). Both agree that their organizations will go along with whatever position 
is adopted by representatives of the port of New York in this regard inasmuch as 
it has been the policy at the port of Albany to pattern termination dates of con- 
tracts in accord with those in effect at New York. 

For this reason, these gentlemen do not feel it is necessary for them to be 
represented at the forthcoming hearings. Your interest and that of Chairman 
Bonner in calling this matter to our attention is deeply appreciated. 

Very truly yours, 
F. W. Dunuay, Jr., Administrator. 





RHODE IsLAND Suippine AssocraTion, INc., 
Providence, R. I., April 16, 1956. 
House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Casey: We have for acknowledgment your letter of April 4, relative 
to a hearing for Thursday, April 19 on establishment of uniform termination dates 
for longshore industry, we wish to thank you for your consideration but we do not 
wish to have representation or testify at the meeting. 
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At the moment we are members of the East Coast ILA Agreement and these all 
all terminate at the same time. However, we are at all times open to any and all 
suggestions to improve the conditions in the maritime industry. 

Very truly yours, 
7 aa toBnERT N. Newson, Manager. 


GALVESTON MARITIME AssocrATION, INC., 
Galveston, Tex., April 5, 1956. 
Hon. Herspert C. Bonner, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Bonner: Our association considered at its regular meeting yester- 
day, your letter of March 19, concerning common termination dates of labor 
agreements in the maritime industry, and I am instructed to advise you as follows: 

We are in full accord in the objective sought by your committee, which we 
understand to be that there be a common termination date of labor contracts in 
all segments of maritime labor, including longshore and seagoing unions. We 
accept the suggested termination date of July 31 for future contracts in which 
this association participates in the negotiation, provided vour committee is 
successful in reaching agreement with all segments of maritime labor and manage- 
ment for this common termination date. 

As a matter of information, our association, jointly with the Houston Maritime 
Association, through duly appointed labor committees by our associations, 
negotiate the longshore contract for deepsea ships for Texas ports and the port’ of 
Lake Charles, La. These joint committees likewise negotiate the contract for 
clerks, checkers, and tallymen, covering the ports of Houston, Galveston, and 
Texas City. These contracts both expire on September 30, 1956, hence, if your 
committee should give consideration to a common termination date other than 
July 31, we should be consulted prior to commencement of negotiations and it is 
possible that negotiations will commence by late June or early July. 

Yours very truly, 
J. R. Dunn, President. 


PoRTLAND SHrIppinG AssocraTION, INC., 
Portland, Maine, March 26, 1956. 
Hon. HERBERT C. BONNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Bonner: This will acknowledge and thank you for your letter of 
March 19 concerning the matter of termination of labor agreements. 

Although it is always understood that the New York Shipping Association, Inc., 
negotiates only for the port of New York and vicinity, it is the custom of this 
association to follow its procedure, and I am pleased to express the concurrence 
of this association in the proposed termination dates of labor agreements. 

Yours sincerely, 
PETER M. Coste xo, President. 


Boston SurppinGc Association, INc., 
Boston, March 27, 1956. 
Hon. Hersert C. BONNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Stir: We acknowledge receipt of your letter of March 19, 1956, with 
reference to concurrence in termination dates of labor agreements. 

The members of this association concur that present agreements with the 
International Longshoremen’s Association (Independent), by their terms expire 
September 30, 1956. 

The members of this association further concur that future agreements nego- 
tiated with the International Longshoremen’s Association (Independent), before 
or after September 30, 1956, that termination date of said agreements shall be 
August 1 of the year in which they would ordinarily terminate—provided this 
termination date is accepted by the entire industry, the gulf coast and here. 

Yours very truly, 
T. M. Smippy, Manager. 
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STeEAMsHIP TRADE AssociATION OF BALTIMORE, INc., 
Baltimore, Md., March 22, 1956. 
Hon. HERBERT ©. BONNER, 
Chairman, House Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DraR CONGRESSMAN BONNER: We acknowledge with thanks your letter of 
March 19, 1956, wherein you state that vour committee has conducted an exten- 
sive survey of labor-management problems in the maritime industry, and that 
both labor and management have expressed publicly the desirability of establishing 
common termination dates for these contracts. 

Please be informed that the Steamship Trade Association of Baltimore, Inc., 
on behalf of its members, has not made a public expression as to the desirability 
of common termination dates and is not at all in accord with such a proposition. 
We request that we be heard at the convenience of your committee and be allowed 
to submit at that time our statement in opposition to the proposal. 

Thanking you for your cooperation, we remain, 

Yours very truly, 
Joun 8S. Auer, Jr., Manager. 





NEw ORLEANS STEAMSHIP ASSOCIATION, 
New Orleans, La., April 5, 1956. 
Hon. Hersert ©. Bonner, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
United States House of Representatives, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BonnNER: It was necessary to delay replying to your com- 
munication of the 19th ultimo to afford the members of this association an oppor- 
tunity to consider your request, preparatory to discussion and decisions at our 
regular monthly meeting. 

Accordingly, at our meeting on yesterday, our association adopted a resolution 
concurring in the overall objective of your committee to have contracts covering 
all segments of maritime labor, including seagoing unions, longshore unions, and 
other related waterfront unions, provide for a common termination date in any 
contract renewal. To that end, our association is agreeable, upon termination of 
present contracts covering longshore and other waterfront labor, expiring Sep- 
tember 30, to negotiate new contracts basis termination midnight July 31 regard- 
less of duration of such contracts. 

Our concurrence must necessarily be predicated upon the ability of your com- 
mittee to reach an agreement with all segments of maritime labor and manage- 
ment for the common termination date of midnight July 31 and it is requested 
that this association be kept closely informed as to progress made in that direc- 
tion. Should it develop that some common termination date other than mid- 
night July 31 be decided upon between maritime labor and management, it is 
important that we be completely informed prior to commencement of our negotia- 
tions on contract renewals. At this writing, we are not in position to state when 
such negotiations will commence, but, in all probability, initial meeting will be 
held during the first part of August. 

While your communication refers to the common termination date as being 
August 1, we have construed this to mean midnight July 31. If this assumption 
is incorrect and the eventual agreement is based on termination midnight August 
1, you will please understand it will have no bearing upon our concurrence in your 
objective. 

Yours very truly, 
E. J. McGutrx, President. 





MosiLeE STEAMSHIP ASSOCIATION, 
Mobile, Ala., April 9, 1956. 
Hon. Hersert C. Bonner, 
Chairman, House of Representatives 
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DrEarR CONGRESSMAN BONNER: Replying to your communications of March 19. 
At our meeting of April 6, our association adopted a resolution concurring in 
the overall objective of your committee to have contracts covering longshore 
unions provide for a common termination date in any contract renewal. To that 
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end, our association is agreeable, upon termination of present contracts covering 
longshore labor, expiring September 30, to negotiate new contracts basis termina- 
tion midnight July 31 regardless of duration of such contracts. 

Our concurrence must necessarily be predicated upon the ability of your 
committee to reach an agreement with labor and management for the common 
termination date of midnight July 31 and it is requested that this association be 
kept closely informed as to progress made in that direction. Should it develop 
that some common termination date other than midnight July 31 be decided 
upon it is important that we be completely informed prior to commencement of 
our negotiations on contract renewals. At this writing, we are not in position 
to state when such negotiations will commence, but in all probability, initial 
meeting will be held during the first part of August. 

The Mobile Steamship Association has never had any part in negotiations 
with seagoing unions. 

Yours very truly, 
S. A. LeBuanc, Chairman. 


Houston MARITIME ASSOCIATION, 
Houston, Tex., April 4, 1956. 
Hon. Hersert C. BONNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Sir: Your letter of March 19, concerning a common expiration date for 
all maritime labor contracts was considered at a meeting of this association of 
April 3. 

We have been instructed by our members to inform you that this association 
would favor a common termination date provided it would be applicable to all 
labor contracts affecting shipping on all three coasts. It is to be understood 
that this association deals with no contracts except with the International Long- 
shoremen’s Association and its various locals. 

Very truly yours, 
L. W. Homsure, President. 


PENSACOLA, Fuia., April 10, 1956. 
Hon. HERBERT C. BONNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BONNER: We are advised by the Mobile and New Orleans 
steamship associations that they are in receipt of communications from you in 
regard to @ movement to have a common termination date for all contracts be- 
tween longshore unions and steamship associations. 

Our association has received no communication from you in regard to this 
matter. We would appreciate your letting us have full information. 

Yours very truly, 
PENSACOLA STEAMSHIP ASSOCIATION, 
By Mrs. E. P. Nick1nson, Secretary. 


PENSACOLA, Fla., April 17, 1956. 
Hon. Hersert C. BONNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BONNER: I have your wire today advising that your 
committee has scheduled a hearing for Thursday, April 19, and inviting those 
interested to attend and express their views. 

I have consulted with the president of the Pensacola Steamship Association 
and regret to advise that the time is too short for us to arrange to be represented. 

We would be very much interested, however, in having a report of the results 
of the hearing. 

Yours very truly, 
PENSACOLA STEAMSHIP ASSOCIATION, 
By Mrs. k. P. Nickinson, Secretary. 
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STRACHAN SuHrppine Co., 
Savannah, Ga., April 5, 1956. 
Hon. Herspert C. BoNnNeER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Bonner: I hope you will pardon the delay in replying to your 
letter of March 19 but it has been necessary to discuss this matter of contract 
termination date with many other people. 

I am chairman of the labor committee of the Savannah Maritime Association 
and we have discussed this matter among ourselves and I have authority from 
the association to act in the matter. What I am saying below is both the posi- 
tion of the Savannah employers and of this company. 

For the past 5 years we have negotiated a joint agreement with the ILA covering 
the ports from Tampa, Fla., to Wilmington, N. C., inclusive, and I hope that 
these joint negotiations will continue. Obviously the position we must take in 
this matter will be guided by the decision of the group as a whole and at the 
moment I know of no objection to the August 1 termination except on the part 
of the Charleston, S. C., employers. There is a meeting of the south Atlantic 
employers group scheduled to be held in Jacksonville on May 15 at which time 
this matter will be discussed and I hope, agreed upon. You will be advised of 
the decision reached at that time. 

We fully concur in the overall objectives sought by your committee; namely, 
that all sections of maritime labor, including both the longshore and seagoing 
unions, agree upon common termination dates for contract renewals. To our 
mind this is a very desirable objective. 

We agree that we would like to negotiate new contracts effective October 1, 
1956, to terminate on July 31 in the final year of such contracts. This is based 
upon the premises that your committee will reach agrements with all maritime 
labor groups providing for this common termination date. 

We feel that your committee has performed a useful and valuable public 
service in this matter and sincerely hope that the outcome will be entirely favorable 
in all areas 

With best regards, I am, 

Yours sincerely, 
Everett E. E tis, 
Vice President, 


Lyxes Bros. Steamsuip Co., Inc. 
Tampa, Fla., April 5, 1956. 
Hon. Hersert C. BONNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN BONNER: Please pardon the delay in replying to your 
communication of March 19 in connection with the matter of contract termination. 
Our association met this afternoon and after full discussion of the matter we 
concurred in the overall objective sought by your committee that all segments 
of maritime labor, including longshore and seagoing unions, provide common 
termination dates in any contract renewals. Accordingly, to that end, our 
association is agreeable upon termination of the present contract September 30 
to negotiate a new contract to terminate July 31, regardless of the duration of such 
a contract. This providing, of course, that your committee is able to reach 
agreement with all segments of maritime labor and management for a July 31 
common termination date. We feel, however, your committee should give ample 
notice prior to commencement of renewal negotiations should some other date 
than July 31 be mutually agreed upon by your Committee with maritime labor and 
management. 
Respectfully yours, 
S. S. GAILLARD, 
President, Tampa Maritime Association. 














LABOR-MANAGEMENT PROBLEMS OF MERCHANT MARINE 13 


CHARLESTON STEVEDORING Co., 
Charleston, S. C., March 30, 1956. 
Hon. Hersert C. BONNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. ¢ 

Dear Mr. Bonner: I am sorry not to have been in position to reply more 
promptly to yours of March 19 concerning our longshore labor agreements, but it 
was necessary that we have full discussion of the matter among the employers in 
Charleston who have authorized me to reply for the group. 

As to our future agreements, we have no particular preference for or objection 
to any day or month. In the South Atlantic district, the pattern over the years 
has been for our negotiations and agreements, especially insofar as wages are con- 
cerned, to have to wait on settlements in the larger ports. This has resulted in 
problems and difficulties on both sides. If we had an absolute ‘ly free choice in 
the matter, the Charleston employers would really prefer to see the South Atlantie 
agreements expire 2 or 3 months after the North Atlantic and Gulf agreements. 

On the question of contract duration, we have always tried to write the agree- 
ments for as long a period as possible even though they may be subject to wage 
adjustments from time totime. We believe this contributes to peace and stability 
in the industry. Accordingly, we are reluctant to agree in advance to contracts 
of uniform duration with other districts for fear that could result in a shorter 
South Atlantic contract period than we may be able to secure by negotiations. 

We are sorry that the foregoing answers are not in accord with what we believe 
vou would have liked to receive but we felt that above all, we should give you our 
honest feelings about the questions in a perfectly straightforward manner. In my 
19 years on the Charleston waterfront, I have always felt we were blessed with 
good longshore labor relations built on mutual good faith and fair play on the local 
level. Perhaps we are instictively and selfishly opposed to being dragged into any 
closer contact than is necessary with the districts where unrest and instability are 
so prevalent. 

Respectfully yours, 
THADDEUS STREET, Jr., President. 


(Hampton Roads Maritime Association reply is on p. 24.) 
Mr. Casey. For the most part, they all evidence concurrence in the 
proposal which was made in your letter, which was to the effect that 
September 30 of this vear be the termination date but that, for future 
vears, the termination date be August | of the particular vear in which 
the contract ordinarily expired. 


I should like to read a letter dated March 29, 1956, from the Phila- 
delphia Marine Trade Association: 

DreAR Mr. BonnNER: We have your letter of March 19, 1956, stating that cer- 
tain labor unions and certain employer associations in the stevedoring industry 
have tentatively agreed that current contracts will be made to terminate on 
September 30, 1956, and those to become effective on October 1, 1956, will have a 
common August 1 expiration date, it being the ambition of your committee that 
all labor-management agreements directly affecting the maritime industry in the 
United States which are negotiated in the United States will have an August 1 
expiration date. 

You inquire as to whether or not this association is prepared to concur in the 
proposal that the contracts to be negotiated by us to be effective October 1, 1956. 
shall have the aforesaid August 1 expiration date, especially in view of your advice 
that the local unions with whom we negotiate have already concurred. 

We do not know why the date of August 1 was selected, since this occurs in the 
midst of a season that is not only a busy one in the maritime industry but when 
employers, and we presume unions alike, are shorthanded as a result of vacation 
schedules imposing an inordinate burden upon negotiators in a branch of an indus- 
try where new agreements are rarely concluded until long after the expiration 
date of the old ones. Moreover, we are not at the moment convinced that the 
port of Philadelphia would derive any advantage from a common expiration date 
for all labor-management contracts in the industry. 


76460—56——3 
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In short, we are not prepared at this time to concur in or dissent from your 
proposal, although we wish to express to you and to vour committee our sincere 
appreciation for your thoroughly demonstrated interest in the maritime industry 
and those e mploy ‘ed therein. 

That is signed Alfred Corry, executive secretary. 

We also received a letter dated April 17, 1956, from the same man, 
reading: 

We regret very much that due to previous commitments, it will be impossible 
for representatives of the Philadelphia Marine Trade Association to attend the 
hearing on Thursday, April 19, on the Establishment of Uniform Termination 
Dates for All Labor-Management Agreements in the Longshore Industry. 

In the absence of representation for this association at the hearing, we would 
appreciate your referring to our letter of March 29, 1956. The Philadelphia 
Marine Trade Association’s position at present is the same as quoted in that 
letter. 

We very much appreciate your inviting our organization to present testimony 
at this hearing, and again regret our inability to have representatives present. 

I received a communication from the Portland, Maine, Shipping 

se re ie 

Association, indicating that Mr. Wiest would be present. Is Mr. 
Wiest in the room? 
Mr. Wrest. Yes. 

Mr. Casry. Do you have anything to add to your letter, Mr. 


Wiest? 


STATEMENT OF NORMAN C. WIEST, PORTLAND SHIPPING 
ASSOCIATION, INC., PORTLAND, MAINE 


Mr. Wiest. No. I want to just confirm the letter that was 
previously sent by Mr. Costello, concurring. 

Mr. Casry. Thank you, sir. 

Are the representatives here from the Port of Baltimore Shipping 
Association? 

Would you come forward, sir? 

ry. ‘ = > gh cine S 

The CuarrmMan. Will you give your name and the names of your 
associates? 


STATEMENTS OF JOHN DELCLOS, PRESIDENT, BALTIMORE STEAM- 
SHIP TRADE ASSOCIATION, BALTIMORE, MD., AND A. ADGATE 
DUER, COUNSEL 


Mr. Detcios. My name is John Delclos. Iam the president of the 
Baltimore Steamship Trade Association. 

Mr. Durr. My name is A. Adgate Duer. I am counsel for the 
Steamship Trade Association of Baltimore. 

Mr. Detcios. We have a prepared statement which I can read. 
We have made copies, if the members of the committee care to have 
them. It is not too long. 

The Steamship Trade Association of Baltimore, Inc., is an incor- 
porated trade association of 52 members representing all of the 
steamship lines, agencies, stevedoring companies, and a number of 
allied service agencies doing business in the port of Baltimore. 
Through this port in the year 1955 passed approximately 25 million 
tons of cargo for carriage on the sea in foreign trade. Some 5,369 
ships ena and departed from this great harbor during the year. 
An estimate of the value of this commerce for 1955 is almost $1 billion. 
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We appear before this committee to present our views in opposition 
to a statutorily imposed common termination date for labor agree- 
ments with unions representing the emplovees of our members and the 
unions representing maritime workers in other ports of the United 
States. 

Our association considers itself fortunate in having as stable, 
dependent, trustworthy, and responsible a group of employees as 
exists in this country, represented by local unions of like character. 
The same, unfortunately, cannot be said for all the unions representing 
longshore and other maritime employees in other ports in the United 
States. , 

A common termination date for all labor contracts in this industry 
would lead to common negotiations on all phases of the contracts at a 
common location with the necessary submerging of the negotiations 
carried on by our association with the unions representing our employ- 
ees. This could not result in anything except an unfortunate outcome 
for the members of our association and their employees. The condi- 
tions under which our employees work vary from those in other 
cities—for example, Baltimore is primarily a bulk-cargo port as com- 
pared to a general-cargo port—and the conditions contained in a 
countrywide industry contract would not fit the conditions prevailing 
in Baltimore. 

For many years, we have maintained independence in our labor 
negotiations to the great good of our labor, our members, our port, and 
our country. On a number of occasions the port of Baltimore has 
worked while New York City and other ports have been strikebound. 
There is no need to emphasize the importance of this in the mainte- 
nance of this Nation’s seagoing foreign commerce, or the importance 
which similar instances could have for the general welfare and 
defensive position of the United States of America. 

The consolidation of labor negotiations which the proposed com- 
mon termination date will inevitably lead to would place far too much 
power for safety in the hands of a few labor leaders who may, or may 
not, have the good of the general public in their minds. It should not 
be necessary to dwell at length on the well-publicized situation that 
exists in the port of New York to stress the possible danger. 

Common negotiations might, for example, lead to arbitration of 
disputes in any port by a national chosen board of arbitrators. Who 
is to say that this would be advantageous? At present the arbitration 
procedure made mandatory by the provisions of our contracts in 
Baltimore work efficiently and, generally speaking, to the satisfaction 
of all. How would this arbitration procedure work if our disputes 
were heard, not in Baltimore by Baltimoreans, but in Philadelphia, 
Boston or New York? The question answers itself. 

Tbe trend toward bigness is a disturbing and unhealthy one and 
the measures which have been proposed to this committee are a part 
of the pattern of bigness, the loss of individuality, and are totally 
unnecessary 

Mr. Casry. Mr. Delclos, at the present time you have contracts 
between the Baltimore Shipping Association and the local ILA? 

Mr. Deuctos. The locals that operate out of Baltimore; yes, sir. 

Mr. Casry. What is the date of.the expiration of that contract? 

Mr. Drtcios. September 30. 
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Mr. Casry. That date, September 30, is the same date that obtains 
in the case of all contracts from Portland, Maine, down to Texas, is it 
not? 

Mr. Deucros. I believe it is, sir. Yes, sir. That is right. 

Mr. Casry. I gather from your statement that it is not so much 
the common termination date that you people object to, but the idea 
of some national negotiations? 

Mr. Detctos. Absolutely, sir, and we believe that is what it is going 
to lead to. 

Mr. Casry. But you are not in a very good position to object to 
common termination dates as such when you already have a common 
termination date with every port from Maine down to Texas. 

Mr. Dreutcros. That is true, but last year we were the first port in 
the United States on the east coast to have a contract. Of New York 
and Philadelphia and Boston, we were the first one on the east coast to 
have a contract. We didn’t wait for the other ports. We have 
different conditions in Baltimore. 

Mr. Casny. Is there anything in this proposal to change the date 
from September 30 to August 1 that would prevent you from getting 
a contract earlier than any other port? 

Mr. Deucuios. No. 

Mr. Casry. There is absolutely nothing in changing this date from 
September 30 to August 1 that would change your situation in 

3altimore, is there? 

Mr. Detcuos. I think there is, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Bridges who was here before mentioned the fact that he would 
not object to having all the labor deals transferred to a common port 
that would possibly be New York. That means that we would lose 
our individuality. The contract would be made in New York. 

We have conditions at Baltimore that are different and have been 
different for years, since I have been in the steamship business. 

Mr. Casry. Mr. Delclos, I think I tried to clarify what Mr. Bridges 
apparently meant. I do not believe, in the light of the testimony 
that was offered during the previous hearing, that he contemplated 
New York being the location for the negotiations of all the outports 
along the east and gulf coasts. The only reason New York was 
selected was because the New York Shipping Association with the 
ILA in New York would be the place where that principal negotiation 
would take place. 

There was no indication, in the previous hearings at least, that there 
was any plan to bring Baltimore, Norfolk, and all the other ports to 
New York for their negotiations. 

Mr. Detcios. We feel very strongly that that is what it will lead to, 
that eventually all of the labor contracts will be centralized and will 
be made for all the ports at 1 time and 1 place, whether it be New 
York or San Francisco, or Boston, or it might be Baltimore. We 
think that would be very, very detrimental to the interests of the 
port of Baltimore. We do, sincerely. 

Mr. Casry. How do your contracts, at the present time, differ 
from the contract in New York? 

Mr. Detcuos. In many of the conditions. Not in wages. Wages 
are the same. The benefits are different on pensions. Welfare 
benefits are different. Working conditions are different. Shaping 
times are different. The most important features of the contract 
entirely are different. 
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Mr. Casry. But you have followed the pattern on wages ever 
since the 1920’s? 

Mr. Dexcios. Yes; we have, but that is the only thing we have 
followed. We are very proud of Baltimore. I think we have the 
best port on the Atlantic coast, and we want to keep it that way. 

Mr. Casey. Let us assume for the minute that there is nothing in 
this proposal to require you to do anything that you are not presently 
doing, other than to change a date from September 30 to Augusé 1. 
Do vou still object to it? 

Mr. Detctos. No. The date doesn’t seem so important as the 
time itself, but we are thinking that the date is only the first step. 
That is why we are looking at it. The common termination date of 
August is only the first step toward having the agreements settled at 
one central point to apply to all the ports, and we very strongly object 
to that. 

Mr. Casry. You are in a position to object to that proposition at 
any time, are you not? 

Mr. Detctos. Well, I just want to make our position clear. 

Mr. Casey. I realize that, but I mean that you could agree to this 
change from September 30 to August 1 if it were deemed necessary or 
desirable in the interests of the maritime industry as a whole, and still 
object to any further encroachment on your independence in 
Baltimore. 

Mr. Detctos. I don’t know what the other contracts’ expiration 
dates are, but, if all of them decided to agree to our expiration date, 
we couldn’t object to that very well, and the same thing will be 
accomplished. 

Mr. Casey. That is the position that the New York Shipping 
Association took originally, that they were in favor of the common 
expiration date providing everybody went to their date. 

Mr. Detctos. We have an expiration date which is September 30. 
If all of the other maritime industries wish to select that date, we 
couldn’t very well object to it, could we? So, therefore, we couldn’t 
object to the date. 

Mr. Casry. But you have indicated that the date itself is not 
important. 

Mr. Detcios. What, sir? 

Mr. Casgy. You have indicated that the date itself is not impor- 
tant. 

Mr. Detcios. No. As I see it, it is not. 

Mr. Casry. What are you going to do if the local in Baltimore 
comes up with negotiations in September and says, ‘One of our 
demands under these negotations is that this contract expire on 
August 1 of the future years.” 

Mr. Deucios. Well, we will have to tackle that when we get to it, 
of course. 

Mr. Casry. You do not have a very strong position to resist that 
kind of a demand, do you? 

Mr. Detcuios. Well, I don’t know. We will certainly try. We 
don’t have to agree to it. 

Mr. Casry. Well, actually it boils down to the fact that it is the 
west coast and the east coast coming to agreement on a common 
termination date that is at the very foundation of your objections 
rather than anything to do with the east coast, because you already 
have a common termination date with all the east coast ports. 
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Mr. Detcios. That is true. If the west coast agreed to the termi- 
nation date presently in effect on the east coast, there is nothing we 
could object to, so that the date, to me, is not so important only that, 
as we see it in Baltimore, it is a step in the wrong direction. 

Mr. Casny. Well, if the date is not so important, it seems to me 
that, if Baltimore wanted to take an enlightened view of this thing, 
they might go along with numerous other ports that have already 
indicated that they would concur in the proposal that had been made 
heretofore. 

Dencios. Well, that is the way I think we have an absolute 
right to object if we wish to. We might not be right, but we think 
we are. 

Mr. Casny. How was this objection voted upon? Did you have a 
recular meeting of the association? 

Mr. Detcios. No, sir. We did not. Oh, ves. Wedid. We had 
a membership meeting 2 weeks ago. 

Mr. Casry. How many members do you have in your association? 

Mr. Deuctos. Fifty-one. 

Mr. Casry. How many were present at that meeting? 

Mr. Detcios. Well, I would say a quorum which would be at 
least 30. 

Mr. Casry. Are these members representatives of companies that 
also have offices and transactions in other ports along the east coast? 

Mr. Deuctos. Well, most of the Baltimore people are agents, and 
some of them have offices in other ports, and others are individual 
Baltimoreans who work as agents for people in New York and in 
foreign places. 

Mr. Casey. In other words, the people that are members of your 
association who have objected to this common termination date are 
agents for the very shipping companies in New York which have 
approved this proposition provided Baltimore goes along. 

in other words, the New York Shipping Association takes the posi- 
tion that the date is not important and “we will go along with what- 
ever date you suggest, providing that the outports, including Balti- 
more, agree to that date.” 

Now, the very companies that tell us that have agents in Baltimore 
who are objecting to the common termination date. 

Mr. Detcios. Well, New York is passing the buck. New York, as 
you say, is the biggest port. Why don’t they take a definite stand 
one way or the other? 

Mr. Casry. Do you know they are passing the buck? That is 
what I am driving at. 

Mr. Detctos. I don’t know. That occurs to me. 

Mr. Casny. Do you think that any of your agents have had instruc- 
tions from their principals in New York to object to this common 
termination date? 

Mr. Detcios. I don’t know. 

Mr. Casry. Do you know whether they have or not? 

Mr. Deuctos. I am not in a position to state that definitely one 
way or the other. 

The CuarrMan. If you maintained all of the rights and privileges 
that you now have, what difference does it make which date you 
negotiate on? 
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Mr. Detctos. I say, sir, it doesn’t make any difference really, but 
the reason we object to this sort of step is because we believe it is a 
step to take away from us the right. 

The CHarrMan. That is not contemplated. 

Mr. Dexcros. I know it is not contempl: ated 

The CuHarrMan. That is not contempl: ited by our committee. 

Mr. Detcios. We could be wrong, but | don’t think we are. 

The Carman. In other words, the only thing we think about is 
the date. That is all. Your privileges and rights to negotiate have 
not been gone into at all. The point is to get everybody to have a 
common date. You say that it does not make any difference what 
date you have. 

Mr. Dretctos. No. ‘ 

The CHAIRMAN. With the assurance here that we would not try to 
coerce or influence an overall committee to negotiate, but just leave 
you individually and others individually, then you could agree on 
that, could you not? 

Mr. Detctios. Well, it appears that we could but, as I am going to 
repeat myself, as I see it, this would be a step in taking away from us 
the rights to deal with our own port. 

The CuarrMan. I do not want to see any rights taken away from 
you. 

Mr. Dreucios. I am sure you do not, sir, but we believe that is a 
step in that direction. We really, sincerely, do. 

The CuarrMan. Would there be any way that you would be forced 
into a situation like that? 

Mr. Drtcios. We could be forced, for instance, by the stand of 
labor. Labor could say, “We are going to.” I will say New York, 
for the sake of an example. They could say, “We are going to New 
York and sit down with the committee in New York. You can send 
somebody up there if you want to. That is where the contract is 
going to be concluded. Whatever conditions are arrived at in New 
York, that will apply to Baltimore.”’ 

The CuarrMan. That could be done now if labor decided that ques- 
tion themselves, could it not? 

Mr. Deucios. Well, no. Labor might take that stand. They 
never have in the past 25 vears since I have been in Baltimore. 

The CHarrMan. How could this make them take that stand? 

Mr. Detctios. [t is a common termination date. Everybody is 
going to be there. All the ports are going to be there. We are going 
to make one package deal, and that is it. 

Mr. Casry. The representative of the local in Baltimore is here 
today. 

Mr. Detcios. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casry. Would it affect your stand any if we questioned him 
as to what his position would be in the case of future negotiations as 
to the location of these negotiations? 

Mr. Detcuos. It would not affect my stand. 

Mr. Casey. In other words, you have no flexibility here today 
at all? 

Mr. Deucuos. No, sir. 

Mr. Cassy. You have been instructed to come here and oppose 
this thing on the basis of what you have indicated in your statement? 

Mr. De xctos. That is it, and I might add that that is my personal 
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opinion. I am 100 percent behind the statement and 100 percent 
behind the body in Baltimore, so that anything he might say will not 
change my mind. 

Mr. Casry. Then you do not provide any basis for any change by 
your members? 
~ Mr. Dexcuos. No, sir 

Mr. Casry. What would happen if all the other ports, including 
New York, go along with this August date and leave vou with the 
September 30 date? 

Mr. Detcios. We will have to cross that bridge when we come to it. 
Of course, being a minority, we might have a more difficult time, 
maybe an impossible time. I don’t know. 

The CuarrMaANn. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Garmatz. I know that the feeling between labor and manage- 
ment in the city of Baltimore has been very, very friendly over a long 
period of time, and I would like to see it continue. 

You say now that you have agreements along with various other 
cities or trade associations up and down the east coast. 

I wonder if the counsel could tell me whether there are any of the 
other cities in this particular group that you are lined up with who are 
objecti ng, or do they all go along with the agreement? 

Mr. Casey. I will take them in order, but, of the 15 cities that we 
wrote letters to, 12 go along with this common termination date. 
Philadelphia’s letter was read. Baltimore is the next, and the only 
other port is Hampton Roads, which indicates objection. It was 
going to read that letter next. 

Mr. Garmarz. That would be the group of which you spoke. 

Mr. Deucitos. The North Atlantic group, that is Boston, Phila- 
delphia, Norfolk, ourselves and New York. That is the east coast. 
You must remember that Baltimore, Philadelphia, and Norfolk are, 
of course, engaged in the handling mostly of bulk. It is mostly bulk, 
and New York is strictly a general- -cargo port. It makes a difference 
in the aerene conditions, a big difference. 

Mr. Casry. It makes no difference as to the date, however. It 
makes no difference as to bulk or general cargo whether it is August 1 
or September 30. 

Mr. Detcios. No. 

Mr. Garmatz. That is all. 

The CHarrMan. Your position is, just without any negotiation at 
all, that you just are firm that you would not change your date? 

Mr. Dr LcLos. Well, we might be forced to change the date. 

The Cuarrman. We do not want to force. There will be no force 
from this side of the table. 

Mr. DeicLos. Maybe when we come to the labor agreement there 
will be force. There are two sides to the contract. The labor is on 
one side and we on the other. We have to come to a common agree- 
ment. Our agreement expires th's coming September 30, and we 
have to sit down with labor and talk about a new agreement. 

It has been the custom to conclude agreements for 2 years with a 
reopening clause for wages at the expiration of the first year. Labor 
might come up this vear and tell us they are not interested in the 2- 
year agreement; they want an 11 months’ agreement, or whatever it is. 

The CuairMan. If labor came and said that they wanted to go 
into a common termination date, would you stili hold up? 
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Mr. Detctos. We probably would fight to the last ditch, yes, sir; 
the way we feel now we would. 

The CuHarrMan. Would it have any adverse effect in your port if 
there were a disagreement between you and labor? 

Mr. Denctos. Well, if we had a strong disagreement and there was 
any stoppage of work or anything of that sort, it would have a very 
adverse effect. 

Mr. Chairman, I don’t know how much you know about Baltimore, 
but Baltimore has been one of the best ports. 

The Cuarrman. I know it is a nice city. We have a splendid 
representative in Congress from Baltimore, an outstanding member 
from the city on this committee. We have difficult problems. 

Mr. Detctos. I know you do. 

The CHarrMan. All these men are giving this time to see if you 
will not help the industry in this way. When labor seems to come 
in and want to play its part, it is difficult for me to understand your 
position. Yet, when a man takes a position, I understand it, but do 
like to discuss it a little and see if we could not find some meeting of 
the minds. 

Mr. Srety-Brown. May I ask a question, Mr. Chairman? 

The CHarRMAN. Yes. 

Mr. Srety-Brown. When this question of a common termination 
date first came up, did you have any informal discussions with your 
labor organizations as to how it would affect your contracts? 

Mr. Detctos. No. I could truthfully say that we have never dis- 
cussed that formally or informally with our labor involved. We have 
never sat down with the labor and talked about the change in the 
termination date. It has not come to that point yet, sir. 

Mr. Srety-Brown. Would any discussion of that nature have any 
possible change on the inflexible position you are taking at the 
moment? 

Mr. Detctos. Well, our position is never inflexible, sir. We have 
started with a very strong position at times and labor has made us 
change our minds. 

The CuarrMan. Are there any further questions? 

If it is agreeable to you, I would like to hear from the representation 
of labor in your port since you have taken such an adamant position, 
taken such a firm position here. It is difficult for me to understand. 

Mr. Detc tos. I see, sir. I am sorry. 

The CuarrmMan. Our discussion is friendly, but it is just so difficult 
for me to understand. 

Unless you have any further statement, I would like to hear from 
the representative of labor in the port of Baltimore. 

Will you give your full name? 


STATEMENTS OF AUGUST IDZIK, VICE PRESIDENT, INTER- 
NATIONAL LONGSHOREMEN’S ASSOCIATION (INDEPENDENT), 
BALTIMORE, MD.; AND WILLIAM HAILE, ATLANTIC COAST 
DISTRICT VICE PRESIDENT 


Mr. Ipz1tx. My name is August Idzik, and this is William Haile. 
He is the Atlantic coast district vice president. 

I have a prepared statement. I am ready to answer any questions. 

I certainly differ with the opinion of the steamship trade in Balti- 
more. 
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I am vice president of the International Longshoremen’s Association 
in Baltimore, Md. Our local unions 829, 858, 921, 953, 1355, and 
1429, have a contract with the Baltimore Steamship Trade Association 
which expires on September 30, 1956. 

The Baltimore locals of the International Longshoremen’s Associa- 
tion are completely in accord with a future common termination date 
for longshore contracts of August 1. The Baltimore District Council 
of the ILA is also in favor of national negotiations for longshore work 
in the United States. This stand was unanimously endorsed at a 
meeting of the Baltimore District Council in February 1956. 

We believe a common termination date will be of benefit both to 
industry and to labor. It will make it possible for waterborne com- 
merce to compete successfully with other forms of transportation. It 
will provide stability for the industry while at the same time providing 
security for the longshoremen. 

Our organization has had contractual relations with the Baltimore 
Steamship Association since 1929, and prior to that date, with its 
predecessors, the United States Shipping Board, agents for deep-water 
steamship lines and contracting stevedores of the port of Baltimore. 
Since the end of World War I, the basic wages and hours of the 
contract for longshore labor has been set by the New York Shipping 
Association. The Baltimore Steamship Trade Association has 
negotiated with the ILA solely on local port conditions. They have 
at no time been able to negotiate with us on such basic questions of 
wages, hours of work, welfare and pension contributions, and so forth, 
which we intend to continue. Any efforts to negotiate with them on 
these matters has been met with the statement that the New York 
Shipping Association sets the basic contract and that they can only 
negotiate on local conditions. 

Even in 1953 when the New York Shipping Association did not 
negotiate directly with the ILA because of a Labor Board case, the 
principal employer negotiating representatives in settling the basic 
North Atlantic contract at that time, said that they would have to 
wait instructions from_the New York Shipping Associ ‘ation. It is 
obvious that the New York Shipping Association, in effect, does the 
negotiating for the entire industry. And any negotiations on other 
than purely local conditions, with the Baltimore Steamship Trade 
Association, is meaningless. 

The ILA in Baltimore is heartily in accord with national bargaining 
and coastwise agreements with the understanding, of course, that 
local agreements, concerning local working conditions, would be nego- 
tiated by the union and the Baltimore Steamship Association. 

Refusal on the part of the operators to negotiate nationally is, in 
effect, depriving the Baltimore Pceiaeeenie of their right to bargain 
on their basic wages and contract. 

Conditions in our industry, with the introduction of new types of 
ships such as spar deck trailer tankers, roll-on, roll-off ships, competition 
with other forms of transportation, make national bargaining essential. 

The International Longshoremen’s Association in Baltimore will 
insist on national negotiations when its contract with the steamship 
operators expires on September 30, 1956. We feel that the entire 
industry should join with us in such a program. 

During negotiations we have this slapped at us time and again that 
on a competitive basis they will take the Hampton Roads area and 
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say the conditions there are different though the wages may be the 
same, and that we penalize them here in Baltimore for something 
that they could get away with, say, in Norfolk or Philadelphia or 
Boston or New York, different conditions. 

Wouldn’t it be beneficial to the industry as a whole if all ports 
were equal on wages, hours, conditions, and so on? Now, we have 
differences in our ports. It is only natural. 

The CHartrMAN. Let me interrupt you for just a minute. We are 
not going into that field. 

Mr. Casny. We are not proposing national bargaining in this 
proposal. This is solely devoted to the common termination date. 

Mr. Ipzix. We are not only in favor of the common termination 
date. We are in favor of national bargaining, Baltimore is. We 
are in favor of both. 

The CHarRMAN. We are just dealing with the subject of a common 
termination date, and we leave the other matters in your association 
to yourselves. We do not propose to go into that, sir. 

Mr. Ipzix. As Mr. Delclos told you here, our common termination 
date has been September 30. That goes way back. All of our negoti- 
ations have been negotiated in New York, and surely labor’s position 
this year will be to keep up with the trend of the New York Shipping 
Association and all the coasts together. 

If they object to August 1 and the rest of them go along with it, 
they will have the biggest strike in Baltimore they have ever had. 

The CHarrMANn. We do not want to bring about any discord. I 
want to say that. We do not want to get into that field. We are 
here for harmony, for the best interests of your membership and for 
the industry. 

Mr. Inzix. It is for the best interests of our membership and the 
industry to have a common termination date. 

The CHarrMAN. This committee has unanimously discussed this 
matter and we just feel that a common termination date will be best 
for everybody. 

Mr. Ipzix. That is right. 

Mr. Casey. Of course, Mr. Idzik, the possibility that you refer 
to of the rest of the industry going along with this August 1 date 
and Baltimore standing out is probably remote in view of the fact 
that the New York Shipping Association, where the principal com- 
panies are located, has taken the position that they will not go along 
with the August 1 date unless each of the outports goes along with 
that date. 

Now, if we have Baltimore and Philadelphia and Hampton Roads 
re fusing, then, of course, the chances are that the New York Shipping 
Association, which I assume has a representative here this morning, 
will refer back to the condition they imposed on their original 
concurrence. 

Mr. Ipz1x. The Baltimore Steamship Trade Association, come this 
September 30 or August, whenever we start negotiations, will not 
move a peg unless New York gives them the instructions to move 
that peg. It has been that way. It is just a sham when they say 
they are independent of New York. ‘They are not. If the New 
York Shipping Association agrees to it, that is it. You aren’t going 
to have trouble with Baltimore. 
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Mr. Casey. How do you explain the fact that Mr. Delclossays that 
his contract is the first one executed? How can he execute the contract 
before the New York Shipping Association? 

Mr. Ipzrx. In 1953, yes, we executed a contract in Baltimore. 
It was a simultaneous contract outside of New York. That is the 
first time in the history of our negotiations that we did that because 
of the trouble that New York was in, so Baltimore, Philadelphia, 
Norfolk, and Boston went and negotiated a contract outside of New 
York. 

Of course, at that time we didn’t know whether the A. F. of L. 
would have taken New York over but, if they took New York over, 
the ILA would have lived on in the other ports and the ILA would 
have kept on living as far as I am concerned. 

The CHarrMAN. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Garmatz? 

Mr. Garmatz. I have none, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuatrMaNn. Thank you very much, sir. 

Is there a representative in the room from the Hampton Roads area? 

Mr. Casry. Then, Mr. Chairman, I will read the letter that we 
received from Mr. H. M. Thompson, executive vice president of the 
Hampton Roads Maritime Association, dated April 5, 1956: 

I received your letter of April 4 in regard to proposed uniform contract termina- 
tion date matter and regret that, due to a misunderstanding, reply has not been 
made sooner. This matter was referred to our employers negotiating committee 
who considered it very carefully and, in view of all circumstances, we are of the 
opinion that it will not be desirable for the interests here to go along with this 
suggestion. : 

We appreciate your writing us in the matter and again apologize for delay In 
replying. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to read a list of the cities to which 
these letters were addressed: Portland, Maine; Boston, Mass.; Provi- 
dence, R. I.; Albany, N. Y.; Philadelphia, Pa.; Baltimore, Md.; 
Hampton Roads, Va.; Charleston, S.C.; Savannah, Ga.; Mobile, Ala.; 
Tampa, Fla.; Jacksonville, Fla.; New Orleans, La.; Houston, Tex.; 
and Galveston, Tex. 

Mr. Garmatz. May I ask a question? 

The CHarRMAN. Yes. 

Mr. Garmatz. Are these the trade associations, the shipping 
people? 

Mr. Casry. The management trade associations. 

Mr. Garmatz. How many of those are represented here today? 

Mr. Casry. How many of these trade associations are represented 
here today? 

Mr. Detctos. Baltimore is, of course. 

Mr. Casry. Baltimore and Portland. I might say, Mr. Garmatz, 
that the telegram that was sent read: 

The committee has scheduled hearing for Thursday, April 19, on establishment 
of uniform termination dates for longshore industry. The committee will be 
pleased to hear testimony from those interested in expressing views. 

I should also like to read into the record a copy of a resolution 
adopted by the South Atlantic & Gulf District of the International 
Longshoremen’s Association, held in Mobile, Ala., on April 17, 1956: 

The House Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries of the United States 
Congress has proposed to both longshore labor and the steamship operators a 


program of common expiration dates for all longshore contracts to be August 1, 
and for national bargaining. 


| 
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This program has the full support of the ILA, representing longshoremen on 
the Atlantic and gulf coast, the ILWU, representing longshoremen on the Pacific 
coast. It has also been endorsed by the PMA, representing west coast employers 
and the NYSA, representing New York employers. 

The south Atlantic and gulf district of the ILA, representing 20,000 longshore- 
men from North Carolina to Brownsville, Tex., is in favor of common termination 
dates for longshore contracts and national bargaining between longshore labor 
and industry. We believe that this will benefit both the industry and labor by 
providing long-term stability and security for the longshoremen. 

The south Atlantic and gulf district meeting resolves: 

‘1. To approve and endorse the actions of President William V. Bradley, and 
south Atlantic and gulf district President Ralph Massey, and other international 
officers in supporting the efforts for common termination dates and national 
bargaining, in accordance with the decision of the 36th convention held in July 
1955. 

“2. Urges all shipping associations in the south Atlantic and gulf coast who have 
bargaining agreements with the ILA to concur with the Housecommittee’s 
recommendations. 

“3. To support the proposals for simultaneous bargaining for all longshore 
contracts to assure parity of basic working conditions on all three coasts. 

“4. That copies of the resolution shall be sent to our international office and 
to the Hon. Herbert C. Bonner, chairman, House Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 


“5, The district office instruct all locals to immediately notify the steamship 
company associations, that they deal with, of this resolution.” 

Do I understand that no one is here from the New York Shipping 
Association? 

Mr. Miuuer. Mr. Chairman, I think it is quite significant of the 
situation that was brought out here originally that the key to this 
whole thing is the New York Shipping Association, and it not only 
chooses to disregard what we are trying to do, but apparently shows 
no desire or effort to cooperate with this committee; and, of course, 
it is also significant to me that the New York Shipping Association 
is not entirely composed of American shipping lines and apparently 
this thing is just a threat or a method of sabotaging the American 
bottoms, as far as I am concerned. 

I think we are wasting a lot of valuable time until we get to the 
bottom of the situation as far as the New York Shipping Association 
is concerned. 

Mr. Casey. I think the record should show, Mr. Chairman, that 
I received a telephone call from Mr. Chopin, the chairman of the 
New York Shipping Association, last week. He told me that he did 
not think he could be here, but would have his representative, a Mr. 
Mayper, here. 

Yesterday afternoon I tried to reach him on the phone at 3:30 in 
New York. They told me that he was at a meeting but that they 
would hear from him before 5:30. I left word for him to call and I 
never heard any answer from him. 

Mr. St. Sure. Mr. Chairman, I think, in all fairness to the New 
York Shipping Association, I cannot speak for the New York Ship- 
ping Association, but I was in New York last week to discuss this 
matter with Mr. Chopin and with some of the members of the board 
of the New York Shipping Association. 

I know that they had a meeting of their board of directors, I believe 
last Tuesday, at which time they did take action on this subject, and 
I was advised it was favorable action. 

As to the conditions that were left in connection with outports, I 
am in no position to speak, but I believe the disposition of the direc- 
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tors of the New York Shipping Association as communicated to me is 
to concur in the proposal of the committee. 

I may be speaking out of turn to advise the views of the associa- 
tion in New York, but I don’t think that the impression that Con- 
gressman Miller has that they are ignoring or endeavoring to play 
games with this committee is quite the accurate one. 

Why they are not here, I do not know. 

Mr. Mitier. It may not be, Mr. St. Sure. You have always been 
cooperative. Labor has been cooperative in this thing, and I think 
that the absence of the New York Shipping Association, with all due 
respect to you and the admiration which I have for you, speaks much 
louder than the effort that you make to apologize. 

Mr. Sr. Sure. I wish they were here, too. 

Mr. Miuuer. I wish they were here. 

Mr. Ray. Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrMan. Yes, Mr. Ray. 

Mr. Ray. I also regret the absence of the association, but I keep 
in mind the resolution which they presented at the hearing last 
March, the third paragraph of which reads: 

* * * that every effort to achieve a common termination agreeable to the in- 
dustry and ILA (or its successor) shall be made and, also, to coordinate such 


termination date with other Atlantic and gulf ports and if possible all west coast 
ports, 


I think a position in favor of the objective has been taken by the 
association. 

Mr. Miter. It is very hard, is it not, Mr. Ray, to excuse their 
absence in completely ignoring the request of the committee to be 
here today? 

Mr. Ray. I would like to know a little more than I now know be- 
fore answering that question, Mr. Miller. 

Mr. CHarrMAN. I imagine that that will conclude the hearing, but 
the Chair will communicate with Mr. Chopin of the New “York 
Shipping Association and definitely ask what their position is. I am 
greatly disappointed that they are not present this morning. Cer- 
tainly we thought they would be here. 

(New York ‘Shipping Association letter and answer from Mr. 
Bonner follow.) 


New York SuHippinGc Association, INc.. 
New York, N. Y., April 26, 1956. 
Hon. HerBert C. Bonner, 
Chairman, House Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
Washington, D. C. : 

Dear CHAIRMAN Bonner: This will acknowledge your communication of 
April 23, 1956, which was considered at a general membership meeting of our 
association yesterday. 

Please be advised that it is still the earnest desire of our association to achieve 
a uniform termination date for longshore contracts as set forth in the resolution 
unanimously adopted by our membership on March 9, the full text of which 
was filed with your committee at your March 12 hearing. 

Our association today unanimously voted that it is not in a position at the 
present time to definitely fix August 1, or any other date, for the ensuing years, 
as the uniform termination date for longshore agreements. 

It was also unanimously voted to consider the matter again in July, at which 
time it is hoped a uniform termination date can be agreed to. 








A ALLL LALA 








LABOR-MANAGEMENT PROBLEMS OF MERCHANT MARINE 27 


os 


Our members were glad to note your assurance that your committee’s recom- 
mendatior pertains only to uniform termination date and does not suggest national 
collective bargaining. The latter has caused considerable apprehension among 
our members since testimony at your most recent hearing discloses that certain 
approvals were conditioned on nationai bargaining. 

With my kindest personal regards, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
ALEXANDER P. CuHopin, Chairman. 


ComMITTEE ON MercHant MARINE AND FISHERIES, 
HovusE oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., May 2, 1956. 
Mr. ALEXANDER P. CuHopIn, 
Chairman, New York Shipping Association, Inc. 
New York, N. Y. 

Dear Mr. Cuoprn: I have your letter of April 26, 1956, advising of the action 
taken by the membership of your association in connection with the proposal for 
the establishment of uniform termination dates for longshore contracts. 

I know you must realize that your letter is difficult to understand. In one 
paragraph you state that it is still the ‘‘earnest desire of our association to achieve 
a uniform termination date for longshore contracts.”’ In the next paragraph you 
state your association has voted that it is not in a position at the present time to 
agree upon August 1 or any other date as the uniform date but that the matter 
will be reconsidered in July. 

There is no explanation of any kind given in your letter for this position. I 
should remind the members of your association that the committee has devoted 
considerable time and energy to this problem in an endeavor to be of assistance to 
the industry. It was thought that ample opportunity was afforded the New 
York Shipping Association at two open hearings here in Washington to explain 
fully any circumstances or considerations standing in the way of establishing 
some uniform date. It is little wonder, therefore, that I sometimes become dis- 
couraged in my efforts to help an industry which finds it so difficult to help itself. 

Very truly yours, 
HERBERT C. Bonner, Chairman. 

Is Captain Bradley in the room? 

Mr. Brapuey. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 


The CHarrMAN. Do you have any statement that you would like 
to make, Captain? 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM V. BRADLEY, PRESIDENT, INTERNA- 
TIONAL LONGSHOREMEN’S ASSOCIATION (INDEPENDENT) 


Mr. Brapiey. Mr. Chairman, we have a delegation in from all 
the ports along the Atlantic coast and Philadelphia and Baltimore. 
Mr. Idzik asked for the representative from Hampton Roads. We 
have one here. We have the south Atlantic and gulf here to testify 
before the committee as to how they feel on those particular points 
about the termination date of these agreements. 

The CHarrMAN. We would like to hear from the representative 
from Hampton Roads, then. Come right up to the front. 

Mr. Braptey. I would like to say that I know the New York 
Shipping Association is busy trying to put me in jail. That is the 
reason they are not here today. 

The CuatrMan. Will you give your full name? 
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STATEMENT OF DAVID D. ALSTON, INTERNATIONAL VICE 
PRESIDENT IN CHARGE OF THE HAMPTON ROADS AREA, 
INTERNATIONAL LONGSHOREMEN’S ASSOCIATION  (IN- 
DEPENDENT) 


Mr. Atston. I am David D. Alston, international vice president 
in charge of the Hampton Roads area, ILA. 

The International Longshoremen’s Association who have contracts 
with the Hampton Roads Maritime Association is 100 percent in 
accord with the efforts of this committee on a common expiration 
date of the contracts. 

Mr. Casey. Have you had any discussions with the Hampton 
Roads Trade Association on this matter, sir? 

Mr. Auston. I have with the negotiation committee down there. 

Mr. Casry. Was that recently? 

Mr. Auston. Yes, since March. 

Mr. Cassy. Did you know of their position that they were going 
to take before the committee? 

Mr. Auston. Yes; I talked with Mr. Thompson yesterday. 

Mr. Casey. Did he indicate to you why he was not going to be 
present today? 

Mr. Auston. No. He told me that his association wouldn’t be 
present here today. Also we talked about the appearance of Mr. 
Bonner in Hampton Roads tonight. 

The CHatrMan. What did he say about that? 

Mr. Auston. He didn’t say anything other than they were antici- 
pating your presence in Hampton Roads and they would be happy 
to have you down. 

The CHatrMaNn. Did he say they invited me and I did not invite 
myself down, that they urged me to come? 

Mr. Auston. Yes. They invited you. 

Mr. Casgy. Do they take a strong position on this matter of refus- 
ing to agree to an August 1 date? 

Mr. Auston. Yes. I think that letter there let you know it is. 
It is very short, but I think it is specific that they are opposed to it. 

Mr. Casry. They do not tell us why, though. 

Mr. Austron. Well, they didn’t go into details. They told us they 
didn’t believe it would be good for the port, but labor thinks differ- 
ently. 

Mr. Casey. Let me ask you this. What advantage do you think 
it would give to labor in the port of Hampton Roads to have a com- 
mon termination date? 

Mr. Austron. Well, labor in Hampton Roads is in line with the 
North Atlantic district and our international. This thing was dis- 
cussed in our last executive council meeting, and later with our dis- 
trict council and the locals in the Hampton Roads area, and it is 
something that we have been considering for a number of years. 

Mr. Casey. Have you been considering a common termination date 
for a number of years, or this national bargaining? It seems to me 
that there has been some attempt here to tie these things together in 
such a way as to possibly, even from the standpoint of labor, distort 
the proposal that was originally made by this committee. 
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In other words, do you take the position in the port of Hampton 
Roads that there should be a uniform contract negotiated that would 
cover all the ports from Portland down to Texas? 

Mr. Atston. Yes. 

Mr. Casey. In other words, you want your working conditions and 
all the things that are of advantage to the employees in the southern 
ports to be the same as in New York. 

Mr. Auston. Mr. Chairman, for years, if I might make this 
observation, the port of Hampton Roads, since 1917, has been in the 
International Longshoremen’s Association. The wages have been 
set in New York, the same as was testified here in port of Baltimore. 

The local conditions have been discussed and negotiated with the 
Hampton Roads Maritime Association, but we never discussed wages 
in Hampton Roads. We always wait until New York decides on the 
wages. 

Mr. Casry. At least you understand that the suggestion that has 
been made by the committee in its report adopted last fall has nothing 
whatsoever to do with anything except the establishment of a uniform 
termination date? 

Mr. Atston. That is right. 

Mr. Casry. There has been no recommendation made that there 
be any change in the matter of independent negotiation of working 
conditions in each of these ports. 

Mr. Atston. We understand that. 

Mr. Casey. I see. 

The CuarrmMan. Thank you very much. 

Is there a representative from some other port? 


STATEMENT OF JAMES MOOCK, INTERNATIONAL VICE PRESIDENT 
FOR THE PORT OF PHILADELPHIA, INTERNATIONAL LONG- 
SHOREMEN’S ASSOCIATION (INDEPENDENT) 


Mr. Moock. My name is James Moock, international vice presi- 
dent for the port of Philadelphia, ILA. 

In my opinion, Mr. Chairman, we in the Atlantic Coast District 
have always had a common termination date, although we have 
always had to come back to our individual ports to negotiate our port 
conditions. 

Like Mr. Idzik stated before, the wages, hours, fringe contributions 
are all determined in New York. Notwithstanding what happened 
in 1953, the New York Shipping Association dictated the policy. 

I think the man from Baltimore talks the same as Mr. Corry from 
Philadelphia. They try to say they act independent from New 
York, but there is no doubt about it, the steamship lines in New 
York pay the bill and they are the ones that dictate the policy in all 
the ports. The only thing we do in our individual ports is negotiate 
the port conditions that are only in our own ports. 

We in Philadelphia are just the same as Baltimore, a bulk-cargo 
port. It is my opinion that we could work out the common expiration 
date. I don’t think it is any problem whatsoever if they all just 
sit down and agree to it. 

Unofficially yesterday I talked to Mr. Corry and he didn’t say he 
couldn’t make it but he said that their counsel was tied up. He said 
he had sent you a telegram that he couldn’t get here. 
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Mr. Casry. Did they indicate to you why they oppose this? 

Mr. Moock. I sent them a telegram after our board meeting noti- 
fying them about the termination date, the common termination date, 
and we are also trying to get a hiring hall, a gang system in Phila- 
delphia. 

As you know, we have the shape-up system. 

I received a letter from him stating that they were not interested in 
any common expiration date or any hiring hall system. They would 
only talk on a full contract basis, and they took that to be notification 
that we were willing to sit down and negotiate a new contract. 

Mr. Casey. Do you understand that the suggestion which has been 
made here bas nothing to do with uniform contracts along the east 
and gulf coasts, but only has reference to the establishment of a 
uniform termination date as between coasts? 

Mr. Moock. I do. I think that can be worked out very simply. 
There should be no problem whatsoever. I think they are only putting 
these roadblocks in here just to try to keep these ports working one 
against the other. 

Mr. Casry. Your wages in Philadelphia are the same as the wages 
in New York? 

Mr. Moock. They have been that way since I came into the picture 
in 1925. 

Mr. Casey. Is it correct that ever since that time the Philadelphia 
Trade Association has refused to discuss wages until they get the 
signals from New York? 

Mr. Moock. That is right. 

The CHarrman. Does anybody else want to be heard on this? 

Give your full name, please. 


STATEMENTS OF RALPH MASSEY, PRESIDENT, SOUTH ATLANTIC 
AND GULF COAST DISTRICT, AND INTERNATIONAL VICE 
PRESIDENT, INTERNATIONAL LONGSHOREMEN’S ASSOCIATION 
(INDEPENDENT); CLARENCE HENRY, PRESIDENT, LOCAL 1419, 
NEW ORLEANS, AND INTERNATIONAL VICE PRESIDENT; AND 
GEORGE DIXON, PRESIDENT, LOCAL 1410, AND VICE PRESIDENT 


Mr. Massey. I am Ralph Massey. 

The CuarrmMan. Will you give your home address and the names of 
your associates? 

Mr. Massey. My home address is Houston, Tex., but I am presi- 
dent of the South Atlantic and Gulf Coast District of ILA (Inde- 
pendent), with my office at Galveston, Tex. 

This is Mr. Henry. 

Mr. Henry. I am Clarence Henry, 1825 Feliciana Street, president 
of local 1419 in New Orleans and international vice president of 
International Longshoremen’s Association (Independent). 

Mr. Dixon. I am George Dixon, Mobile, Ala., 505 Davis Avenue, 
president of ILA Local 1410, and vice president of the International 
Longshoremen’s Association. 

Mr. Massey. Mr. Chairman, at your last committee meeting 
we appeared and told you that our people in the South Atlantic and 
Gulf Coast District were in favor of a common expiration date. We 
have it at the present time with New York and all around the coast 
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i where our affiliations extend. We have had that for a number of . 
| years except during a little period of time when the Taft-Hartley law 
first took effect, and there was a change at that time for several years. 

After that we got back to what we had previously done. 

We think that for the industry itself it is better to have all coasts 
and all shipping that is connected and all branches of labor connected 
with shipping to expire at the same time so that we will just have one 
time and, if there would be any unrest, it would be in one period 
and we would not have an individual group coming in at this time 
and having demands and about 2 months later there is another group 
off the sbip making demands and another group is working on the 
dockside not touching the ships and making demands, and maybe the 
people hauling the stuff away are making demands at a different time. 
We think it would be fine if everything connected with waterborne 
commerce would come in at one time and, after it was settled, we would 
go on for a good period of time without trouble. 

I notice that you have addressed letters to a lot of our various 
ports which never have negotiated contracts individually, our smaller 
ports down there. You addressed Jacksonville, Fla.; I talked to the 
man that is the spokesman for that group down there. They sign a 
contract but sit in collectively and make contracts for Tampa, Jack- 
sonville, Savannah, Charleston, and Wilmington, all at one time. 
That is one group. 

Mobile, Ala., has little ports like Gulfport, Pensacola, Panama City, 
and right in that vicinity, that is a group all going by the same group 
of men. 

New Orleans is a fair-sized port. They negotiate theirs individually; 
but over from Lake Charles, La., to Brownsville, Tex., we meet with 
an association called the Galveston-Houston Maritime Association, 
and our group meets together with that group so that we have not had 
too many different negotiations, but it covers more ports than one. 

We are not like a large port, say like New York and Baltimore and 
these others that have a whole lot of men employed. However, in 
our area with the bulk cargo, they claim as much tonnage as anybody 
else as far as tonnage, but that does not require the labor to handle it. 

We do have groups that have met and negotiated together with 
us for years. There has been no contract with my port. I believe 
Mr. Henry or Mr. Dixon might have had some in their ports. 

I was in Jacksonville, Fla., about a month ago and a spokesman for 
the association told me, ‘‘Regardless of expiring, I would like to start 
June 30 and start negotiations.” 

I told him that I didn’t know who would be prepared but we would 
certainly get with them as soon as we could. 

The indications I have heard today are that everybody in the 
South is agreeable to a common expiration date. I do not see any 
reason why they should not be agreeable to it because it is in effect 
already everywhere except the west coast, and the west coast has 
agreed to get to whatever time is set. It would seem to be the logical 
thing to do and, if this committee would recommend a certain date, 
I don’t see how they would get out of following it. 

Mr. Henry may have something to say about the port of New 
Orleans. 

Mr. Henry. We had a meeting on Sunday at Mobile where we had 
quite a few ports represented, and they passed a resolution there 
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endorsing this common expiration date and the committee was sup- 
posed to get a copy of it. The secretary was instructed to mail you 
one, in fact. 

We cannot see where there will be any disagreement because I 
talked with some of the employers in New Orleans and they didn’t 
voice any objection whatsoever. I know that, as far as we are con- 
cerned, they are willing to go along. We have approximately 120 
locals in the gulf area and I don’t know of any local that is opposed 
to the common termination date. They are all in accord with it 

Mr. Drxon. Mr. Chairman, I talked with the Mobile Steamship 
Association and, of course, whatever date that is decided, why, they 
will go along with it. I think one of the gentlemen there, the chair- 
man, said that he had written you a letter or had received a letter 
from you, and he was answering that letter agreeing with the common 
expiration date. 

Of course, whatever date is set up we do not have to worry about 
it as to what the steamship people say there. Whatever date is set 
up, that will be the termination date with us. 

Mr. Casry. Mr. Massey, it is true, is it not, that the conditions in 
the contract between the ports with which the southern district 
negotiates are somewhat different from the conditions, other than 
wages, that obtain in the case of New York and the northern ports? 

Mr. Massey. Quite a number. We have a different method of 
employment between our west gulf group in Texas and what they 
have in New Orleans and Mobile. We have had for years what we 
call a hiring-hall system, and they have the shape-up system similar 
to what they have in New York. Over in Mobile the hiring method 
is different. It has come up through a period of vears. 

Wages are different. We are later getting organized in the south 
Atlantic than we were in the west gulf and in that area, so that the 
wages are different. 

At the present time, the actual pay wages that we receive in the 
west gulf and in New Orleans are 2 cents higher than what we get in 
New York City, but we do not have the welfare, pension, and vacation 
plan which we figure amounts to about 25 cents. However, the take- 
home pay at the present time for the men is a little more than what 
they are receiving in New York. 

We contemplate that it is going to take some years to make every- 
thing equal but, where we have agreements on the waterfront in 
Houston, that they come under the minimum wage scale, in the 
interior in the Southern States the farmer has a co-op that does not 
come under it and they are still paying 65 cents or 75 cents an hour 
to people to work in competition on the waterfront. 

Certainly where you have an advantage of that kind besides the 
wetbacks at Brownsville that work for anything they can get, there 
is going to be discrimination in wages and it is going to take a little 
time to overcome it. 

I do not anticipate that this national bargaining will come anytime 
in the very near future as far as getting the wages equalized and as 
far as getting the employment because some of the people are per- 
fectly satisfied with what we have in the shape-up system whereas 
our people in the west gulf do not want to change their method of 
hiring which they have had for years, and they would not agree to 
making it uniform on that basis, so there are certain items within the 








LABOR-MANAGEMENT PROBLEMS OF MERCHANT MARINE 33 


agreement itself that would have to be, as previous spokesmen have 
said, localized in the area in which it has been going on. 

Mr. Casry. You understand that the only thing we are discussing 
here today is the establishment of a uniform termination date? 

Mr. Massey. I understand what you originally set out to do but 
there has been a lot of discussion at your previous meeting and all 
that about having concurrent meetings in New York and as to national 
bargaining, and at that time that was more or less set aside, I think, 
from the last meeting, and it is set up now to where it is just a uniform 
expiration date. 

If that is it, we are certainly in favor of that. We don’t think it 
will hurt anyone. The employee is for it. Wehave it now. Why 
bother about what date it is, August 1 or September 30? 

Mr. Casey. I only mentioned that because of the fears expressed 
by the representatives from Baltimore who say that they feel that this 
is the first step toward tying Baltimore into a national pattern which 
could only militate to the disadvantage of the employers and probably 
the port of Baltimore. 

Mr. Massey. I don’t see how you could assume that because over a 
period of years, we have been in a stronger position before some of these 
laws that hinder us from it nowadays. -If we had sat down on them at 
that time we would have had national bargaining and the same wage 
expiration as before, and certainly, if your people don’t come to agree- 
ment, regardless of what time we got if we are affiliated up here in the 
North and South and we are not agreed on what we are going to get 
at the time, no matter what the expiration date we assume that the 
people in our affiliation are not going to sign a new agreement until 
we are all satisfied. So that is the basis that we are going to have to 
be satisfied and I don’t see why he should fear anything more about 
setting this date because he is on the date right now. 

I don’t know what his complaint is unless he figures that getting the 
west coast to expire at the same time would have some effect on him. 
I don’t see it. 

The CHarrMan. Thank you very much. I think, then, that it 
can be understood by the committee that that is the unanimous posi- 
tion of labor. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM V. BRADLEY, PRESIDENT, INTER- 
NATIONAL LONGSHOREMEN’S ASSOCIATION (INDEPENDENT) 
Resumed 


Mr. Brapiey. Mr. Chairman, if I may, to make the position of the 
International Longshoremen’s Association clear, we are on record for 
this termination date for 1958, and I believe that the reason the New 
York Shipping Association is not here is for the simple reason that 
they know it is not going to cost them any money to move that date 
back. 

I think labor itself is sticking its chin out as far as these termination 
dates are concerned for the simple reason that our labor movement is 
getting back to the injunction days, and, if there is any movement 
throughout the country, it is much easier, I presume, to get an in- 
junction against a whole movement than a part of a movement. 

I think we are going way out on a limb to try to cooperate with the 
Government in this move for a termination date. 
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I also want to say that the first time that I had heard of the termina- 
tion date for the whole Nation was from the New York Shipping As- 
sociation in our negotiations in New York in 1953. It did not come 
from this committee. It did not come from labor. It came from the 
New York Shipping Association. 

As far as we are concerned, we are in favor and we are under in- 
struction, all our local unions and all our ports. We don’t intend to 
change the policy of the organization in the ports. They are going 
to handle their own business. They are going to negotiate their own 
working agreements, but we are on record that the termination date 
will be August 1, 1958, whether they like it or not. 

Mr. Casrty. Would you be prepared to say at this time whether 
there would be any direction from you to bring the negotiations to 
New York so far as the outports are concerned? 

Mr. Brapuey. The policy will be the same as always. Our ports 
will be represented in negotiations in the port of New York and, when 
the wages are agreed upon, then the committee from the port goes back 
and works out their own problems. There will be no change in that 
policy at all. 

Mr. Casey. Thank vou. 

Mr. Bripees. Mr. Chairman, may I make a statement? 

The CuarrMan. Yes, Mr. Bridges. 


STATEMENT OF HARRY R. BRIDGES, PRESIDENT, INTERNATIONAL 
LONGSHOREMEN’S AND WAREHOUSEMEN’S UNION—Resumed 


Mr. Brivces. In view of the fact that I went into the matter of 
national bargaining somewhat, I think I would like to make it clear 
to the committee just what we had in mind and what the problem is. 

The committee, I have noticed in the words of the chairman, has 
made it clear that this committee is not interested in national bar- 
gaining. Maybe the term can be misleading, but the common ex- 
piration date in and of itself is one thing. I think the committee can 
understand where both coasts now, say, start negotiating a longshore 
agreement, they are negotiating with the same steamship companies 
that trade out of ports on both coasts. 

Let us say the matter is a matter of wages. We can be sitting down 
with our employers on the west coast trying to negotiate an agreement, 
but we can be marking time until, let us say, an agreement is reached 
on wages on the east coast. Therefore, there is no bargaining. We 
have to keep in touch. 

The CuarrRMAN. In other words, Mr. Bridges, may we say it is for 
convenience in expediting the matter that you mention that. 

Mr. Brincegs. I think it is constructive also. 

The CHarRMAN. Yes. 

Mr. Bripcess. It may be a long time in the future before there will 
be, say, 1 association or 1 committee of employers sitting down with 
1 or more unions at the same time. It would be a desirable thing 
because here is another thing that happens. That wasn’t necessarily 
what I was talking about, but let us say an agreement is reached on 
the east or west coast. It might be a 10 cent an hour wage increase, 
and it is frozen at that. I am telling you that creates quite a problem; 
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whereas, let us say, the 10-cent an hour wage increase is reached on 
the east coast. The west coast operators offer 9% cents an hour 
That is not good enough. If there was contact between the two 
employer committees and the union committees, an agreement might 
have been reached in the first place for 8 cents, but, when one coast 
decides it is 10 cents, I am telling you that, because of other reasons, 
then it ceases to become a penny and 9 cents is not sufficient; so that, 
when you talk about just the common expiration date and certain 
things within the contracts differ, the problems are there. 

Simultaneous bargaining, I guess, is a better term to define what 
we mean when we propose that negotiations take place in a single city. 

There is no question here of the two unions merging, but they are 
in contact so that some of these things are cleared away and bargaining 
can proceed. 

We are not altruistic about this situation because it has been com- 
plained to this committee that a disruption or a tieup in one part 
affects maybe the whole industry. Certainly that is true of seamen. 
With any one section of the seamen going on strike the first place 
they have the picket line is on the waterfront and the longshoremen 
observe the picket line. 

If there is a strike around June 15 or September 30 and we have our 
own negotiations, that is an impact on the industry. That is what 
we are concerned with where it is not a fair deal. 

The CHarrMan. Mr. Bridges, I appreciate your statement. I 
have to adjust myself with my commitment in Norfolk, Va., so I 
must leave Washington, D. C., to proceed down South, may we say, 
to my home country. 

We will get in touch with the New York Shipping Association and 
we will hold this matter in abeyance until we get some definite under- 
standing with them. 

(See p. 26.) 


STATEMENT OF JOHN F. DONELAN, POPE, BALLARD & LOOS, 
MUNSEY BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D. C., COUNSEL FOR KA- 
HULUI RAILROAD CO., ISLAND OF MAUI, T. H. 


Mr. Donetan. Mr. Chairman, I do not have a statement to make. 
Apropos of my interest in the matter, my name is John F. Donelan, 
Munsey Building, Washington, D. C. I just want to state for the 
record that I was requested by the Kahului Railroad Co. on the 
Island of Maui in the Territory of Hawaii to be present today as an 
interested observer. 

The CHarrMAN. Thank you very much for coming. 

The committee will then stand adjourned until further call of the 
Chair on the matter. 
(Letter from Delegate E. L. Bartlett is as follows:) 


HovusE oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., April 19, 1956. 
Hon. Hersert C. Bonner, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Bonner: I am very much interested in a program of stabilization 
of labor relations on the waterfront which would create the conditions for peaceful 
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operations. Iam, therefore, in agreement with the idea of common termination 
of all contracts in the maritime industry, and I would like to commend you for 
your endeavors to bring this about. This letter is written to go on record as 
hoping that all elements in the industry will reach agreement along these lines. 
Sincerely yours, 
E. L. Bartiert. 


(Thereupon the committee recessed at 11:55 a. m. to reconvene at 
the call of the Chair.) 


Xx 








